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Appendix F

The Species Review Process

The goal of the Species Review Process was to evaluate the latest information about taxa in the
Survey and Manage and Protect from Grazing Standards and Guidelines and some of the taxa in
the Protection Buffer Standards and Guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan and to use this
information to propose changes to management for these taxa, as appropriate. This review process
was done pursuant to the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines stating “...changes could
include changing the schedule, moving species from one survey strategy to another, or dropping
this mitigation requirement for any species whose status is determined to be more secure than
originally projected.” (USDA, USDI 1994b, p. C-6.) No provision for adding taxa to the Survey
and Manage Standards and Guidelines was suggested or specified in the current direction.
Therefore, no information for adding new taxa was sought or considered during this iteration of
the process.

The Species Review Process built on the information and process conducted by the Forest
Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) (USDA et al. 1993), the information
presented in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Final SEIS) (USDA, USDI
1994a) for adoption of the Northwest Forest Plan, and the earlier Scientific Analysis Team (SAT)
report (Thomas et al. 1993). This analysis process did not repeat the FEMAT and SEIS analysis
processes. Rather, the process examined whether new information or understanding about the
species was sufficient to warrant proposing changes in the status of taxa under the Survey and
Manage Standards and Guidelines. The process also was extended to include most Protection
Buffer and Protect from Grazing species, which are being considered in the SEIS for inclusion in
the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

The Species Review Process was conducted twice during SEIS development, prior to release of
the Draft SEIS and between the Draft SEIS and Final SEIS to include new information gathered
by the Agencies, including through public comment. The basic steps of the process remained the
same, although there were slight differences due to changes in the information available during the
second process.

Species Review Process - 1999

The Species Review Process was initially conducted between December 1998 and February 1999
and consisted of three sequential analysis steps:

» Step I: Afilter to determine whether there was substantial new information or other reasons for
additional review.

* Step 2: Areview of current information on the taxa and the Northwest Forest Plan with
reference to future persistence and habitat availability.

» Step 3: Use of the review and other available information to propose changes to the treatment
of the taxon within a proposed alternative in this SEIS.

Each of the three steps is described below.

Step 1 - Systematic Filter to Determine Level of New Information

The purpose of this step was to separate the taxa for which there was substantial new information,
questions as to their presence in the Northwest Forest Plan area, or specific concerns that
warranted revisiting the FEMAT and SAT analysis results. Most Protection Buffer species were
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also identified for additional consideration. Panels of one to three taxa specialists were convened
for each taxa group to examine and consider the information available on each taxon (see list of
panel participants at end of this appendix).

Panel members were provided with all available information relative to the taxa and taxa group
from historic and new sources, including the SAT report (Thomas et al. 1993), FEMAT (USDA et
al. 1993), the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS (USDA, USDI 1994a, including Appendix J2), the
Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision (USDA, USDI 1994b), and any other interagency
documents such as Management Recommendations. From the Interagency Species Management
System (ISMS) database, panels were provided with taxon-specific “dot maps” that showed all
point locations, with indications of those found before and after January 1993. The panels also
received a tally of the number of records by taxon in three categories (records located since 1993,
records located from 1980 to 1993, and records located before 1980).

Because one purpose of this step was to determine whether there was substantial new information
on individual taxa since the FEMAT panels completed their review in early 1993, panel members
were instructed to assume that all sites located during or after 1993 represented new information.
The pre-FEMAT information was further divided into sites located before and after 1980. Sites
located before 1980 were considered less likely to be extant due to timber harvest and other
habitat-disturbing activities on federal and other lands.

The panels members used this information, along with their knowledge of each taxon and the taxa
group, to address the following four basic questions:

1. Was the taxon known or suspected to occur within the range of the northern spotted
owl?

2. Was the taxon listed as a Protection Buffer species?

3. Were there any issues or errors that might affect the status of the taxon? Examples
include, but are not limited to: (a) new taxonomic information that indicates a
“species” listed on Table C-3 of the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision
(USDA, USDI 1994b) was no longer considered a species; (b) species with a FEMAT
rating of 100 percent probability to Outcome A; (c) taxon with documentation in
Appendix J2 of the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS (USDA, USDI 1994a) that
persistence may not be at risk; and, (d) suspected errors in inclusion or placement in
components of Table C-3.

4. Was there new information on the taxon since signing of the Northwest Forest Plan
Record of Decision that warrants a review of its status as a Survey and Manage or
Protection Buffer species? New information included, but was not limited to, such
information as: (a) significant change in number of known sites; (b) sufficient new
populations to potentially alter the status of rarity and reduce concern for persistence;
(c) new habitat information that indicates the taxon was more or less specialized than
previously thought; (d) indications that a taxon may be rarer than anticipated; (e) new
understanding of the effects of the Northwest Forest Plan as it has been implemented
indicating that habitat protection for the taxon may differ from that anticipated during
FEMAT and the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS; (f) increase in the known and
suspected range of the taxon; and, (g) potential technical survey concerns.

Taxa not known or suspected to occur within the range of the Northwest Forest Plan (question 1),
which had issues or errors that might affect their status (question 3), or with substantial new
information since signing of the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision(question 4) were
reviewed further in Step 2. All Protection Buffer species (question 2) were also reviewed further
in Step 2. All information was recorded on Step 1 data sheets and stored in the individual taxon
files (USDA, USDI Species Review Process 1999a). Based on this information, 187 taxa were
evaluated in Step 2.
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Step 2 - Review of Current Information by Taxon

The purpose of this step was to review and document all new information on the individual taxa
that passed through the Step 1 process and to evaluate the effect of this information on our
understanding of the taxon’s distribution, habitat association, and level of concern for persistence
for use in Step 3. This step was based on current information and knowledge of implementing the
Northwest Forest Plan, including interagency implementation memoranda and the results of
implementation monitoring.

Panels of 5 to 10 taxa specialists and other biologists were convened for each taxa group and
asked to document the current state of our knowledge of each taxon’s biology and habitat
associations (see list of panel participants at end of this appendix). They reviewed the FEMAT,
the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS (Appendix J2 in USDA, USDI 1994a), and the SAT
conclusions (Thomas et al. 1993). They also evaluated whether and how the new information
might affect the basis for the FEMAT, the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, and the SAT
conclusions (that is, how our understanding of the risk factors identified in the above documents
has changed). The panels were presented specific questions related to the criteria that would be
used for determining placement in categories during Step 3. Questions included items such as: Is
it reasonable for trained field personnel to identify the taxon in the field? Were there sufficient
differences in rarity or habitat conditions to potentially warrant different levels of concern for
persistence or management in major portions of the range?

Panels were provided with the data sheets, information, and point maps used in the Step 1 process.
Each panel was provided with the following information from the Interagency Species
Management System Database:

. A point map with records by date categories.

. Number of records by date category and precision of location.

. Number of records by land allocation and ownership.

o Information from individual records if needed, including date and observer.

For a few taxa groups there was also limited information available on elevation, plant association,
feature, and slope of sites or records.

For purposes of consistency, each panel was given a set of assumptions for various components of
the Northwest Forest Plan that might affect late-successional and old-growth related taxa. These
assumptions were drawn from the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision (USDA, USDI
1994a) and any interagency implementation memoranda for standards and guidelines that might
affect the habitat of the Survey and Manage taxa. At the start of each panel session, the Species
Review Coordinator met with all panel participants to review the process and Northwest Forest
Plan assumptions, as well as answer any questions. Significant clarifications were added to the
documentation of the process.

For each taxon, the individual taxa panels completed a worksheet containing specific questions to
ensure that all potential issues were considered when evaluating the current condition of the taxa.
Responses to the questions were based on a discussion of the panel, with written documentation of
the information and rationale behind the response. The questions covered the following areas to
provide the latest information on the individual taxa and allow evaluation of the effect of this
information on our understanding of the taxon’s distribution, habitat association, and level of
concern for persistence:

1. Additional screening questions on range relative to the Northwest Forest Plan area,
late-successional/old-growth association, and taxonomic changes such as the
combining of previously separate taxa into a single, now common, taxon.

2. Biological information, including:

— Rarity in terms of number of records, distribution of known sites, and range of the
taxon.
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Step 3 -

— Habitat association, amplitude, rarity, and seral stage association.

— Effects of the Northwest Forest Plan on the taxon or habitat, including proportion
of known sites and suspected habitat on federal lands, and proportion of known
sites and suspected habitat in reserve land allocations.

— Effects of Matrix Standards and Guidelines and other management requirements of

the Northwest Forest Plan area.

— Cumulative effects.

— Other questions on survey feasibility and differences in condition across range.

Panels were asked to review the concerns and documentation contained in the FEMAT report (and
SAT for Protection Buffer species) and Appendix J2 of the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS
(USDA, USDI 1994a). The panels compared the current information to that presented in the
previous documents and provided summary documentation on how the new information might
change the perception of concern for persistence for each taxon (that is, how understanding of the
risk factors identified in the above documents has changed).

All information from the Step 2 panels was documented on data forms, including summaries of
the discussion of the panel relative to each question. All Step 2 data sheets were stored in the
taxon files (USDA, USDI Species Review Panel 1999b).

Determination of Appropriate Management for Each Taxon

The purpose of this step was to compare the information provided by the specialists in Steps 1 and
2, Northwest Forest Plan, and FEMAT processes to a set of criteria (see below) for the different
proposed Survey and Manage categories. This comparison was used to propose changes to the
category for each taxon under a proposed alternative for the Survey and Manage Standards and
Guidelines which became Alternative 1 in this SEIS. This could include removing taxa from the
list or moving Protection Buffer and Protect from Grazing species to the Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines, and proposing the categories in which these taxa should be placed.

A panel of seven to eight regional biological staff and managers was convened to review the
information (see list of panel participants at end of this appendix). The panel was provided with
all the information from Step 1, including that from the FEMAT report, Northwest Forest Plan
Final SEIS, and SAT Report. For the 187 taxa reviewed during Step 2 (those with substantial new
information or other reasons for additional review), the panel was provided the worksheet and any
additional information. Panel members were also provided a description of the six categories that
were subsequently used to create Alternative 1 in this SEIS and criteria for placement of taxa into
each category. Individual taxa specialists from the Step 2 panels were available at each session to
assist with interpretation of the information, but they were not members of the Step 3 panel.

In April 1999, the panel reviewed the approximately 400 taxa included in the Survey and Manage,
Protection Buffer, and Protect from Grazing Standards and Guidelines. Based on this effort, the
panel either recommended removal of a taxon from the Survey and Manage Standards and
Guidelines, or placement of the taxon into one of the six categories. These categories and their
defining criteria were later incorporated into Alternative 1 in the SEIS. The panel reviewed the
information on each taxon, compared this to the criteria for each category, and, by majority vote,
proposed placing the taxon into the appropriate categories.

Criteria for Species Analysis

The following criteria and factors were used for evaluating the appropriate status and placement of
the taxa within the appropriate Survey and Manage category. These criteria were refined during
the initial steps of the process and all species were compared to the final draft of the criteria before
completion of the process. The criteria were separated into basic criteria or category-related
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criteria. The Survey and Manage basic criteria must be met to qualify for consideration under the
Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

Survey and Manage Basic Criteria

To be considered or covered by the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, taxa must meet
all of the following criteria. Taxa that did not meet all of these criteria were proposed for removal
from the Survey and Manage list.

1. The taxon must occur within the Northwest Forest Plan area, or occur close to the
Northwest Forest Plan area and have potentially suitable habitat within the Northwest
Forest Plan area. Taxa known from historic records within the boundary of the
Northwest Forest Plan area were considered to occur within the boundaries,
regardless of whether the historic sites were known to be extant or not.

2. Taxa must meet the criteria for being closely associated with late-successional or old-
growth forest, using the criteria of the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS (USDA,
USDI 1994a), as described in Appendix E of this SEIS.

3. The reserve system and other standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan,
other than the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, do not appear to provide
for reasonable assurance of the taxon’s persistence. This generally meant that habitat
or habitat categories needed for the persistence of the taxon were not considered to be
adequately provided for by the Northwest Forest Plan land allocations, standards and
guidelines (other than Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines), or the
underlying National Forest Land and Resource Management Plans or BLM Resource
Management Plans. Persistence, in this context, meant at a level of assurance
intended in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan.

Category Criteria

For each taxon meeting the Survey and Manage basic criteria, the following criteria and
information were used to place the taxon in the appropriate categories of Alternative 1 and,
subsequently, Alternatives 2 and 3. (See Tables F-1 and F-2 for placement of species in
Alternative 1 using the species review process described in this Appendix.) Past inventory efforts
have varied widely between taxa groups and geographic locations, so the significance of
population numbers and other information was viewed in that context. A low number of sites for
taxa that has been well inventoried, for example, may be more indicative of rarity than the same
number of sites for taxa for which there have been limited searches. Of the taxa groups covered
under the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, vertebrates and vascular plants have had
the greatest level of interest and inventory prior to the Northwest Forest Plan, especially those taxa
on the Agencies’ special status species lists. However, mollusks and bryophytes received the least
attention on federally managed lands prior to the Northwest Forest Plan, and therefore, higher
numbers of sites of vertebrates and vascular plants may reflect, in part, greater survey effort.

In most cases, the criteria and factors for each category were not mutually exclusive, but rather
served as indicators of the appropriate category for the taxon. If a taxon met criteria for more than
one category equally well or to be intermediate between two categories, the more conservative (or
protective) category was applied. Factors for determining whether a taxon was rare, or whether all
sites were likely to be needed to provide a reasonable assurance of persistence, did not include
numerical or absolute cutoffs, but rather were treated as comparative values. At the extremes, this
does not pose any difficulty (e.g., two likely-extant federal sites were definitely rare).

Intermediate values required consideration of the history of inventory for the taxon and other
factors, and values for the number of likely-extant sites that indicate low numbers for some taxa
may equally represent moderate to high numbers for other taxa.
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Category A (Rare, Pre-Disturbance Surveys Practical)
Objective: Manage all known sites and minimize inadvertent loss of undiscovered sites.

Criteria for including a species in Category A involved factors related to reaching the following
four primary conclusions:

. There was a high concern for persistence.
. The species occurred rarely and was poorly distributed within its range in the

Northwest Forest Plan area.

. All known sites or population areas were likely to be necessary to provide reasonable

assurance of the taxon’s persistence.

. Pre-disturbance surveys were practical.

Information used to determine if there was a high concern for persistence and all sites were likely
necessary to provide reasonable assurance of the taxon’s persistence included factors such as:

The low number of likely-extant sites/records on federal lands indicates rarity. This
requires adjusting the number of database records. Records may be lower than
expected because of chronic under-reporting of common taxon or greater than the
actual number of sites due to multiple database records of individual sites. Sites
recorded over two decades ago may no longer be extant, especially in highly
developed or quickly developing areas such as the Puget Sound.

Taxon is poorly distributed within the taxon’s range or habitat. Uneven pattern of
distribution relative to potential habitat indicates that other factors may be limiting
the distribution and occurrence of the taxon.

There is a limited number of individuals per site, indicating that individual sites were
considered to be less secure.

The taxon has highly specialized habitat requirements (narrow ecological amplitude),
limiting the habitat available to the taxon and reducing the likelihood that many new
sites will be located.

Microsite habitat is limited, reducing the likelihood that many new sites will be
located.

Dispersal capability is limited relative to federal habitat, resulting in potential for
individual sites/populations to be isolated.

Reproduction and/or life history characteristics provide additional risk factors to
maintaining existing and future populations. This may include late age of maturity,
low reproductive rates, or low survival rates that indicate a taxon may have trouble
persisting at present sites or surviving bottlenecks.

Low number of sites in reserves and/or low likelihood of sites or habitat in reserves.
Habitat fragmentation that may lead to genetic isolation.

Factors beyond management of the Northwest Forest Plan affect persistence, but
special management under the Northwest Forest Plan will help persistence.
Declining habitat trend.

Surveys prior to initiation of habitat disturbance were considered “practical” if all of the following
factors applied:

* The taxon appears annually or predictably and produces identifying structures or the

critical identification characteristics are visible for an extended time.

The taxon is not so minuscule or cryptic as to be barely visible.

The taxon can authoritatively be identified by more than a few experts, or the number
of available experts is not so limited that it would be impossible to accomplish all
surveys or identifications for all proposed habitat-disturbing activities in the
Northwest Forest Plan area needing identification within the normal planning period
for the activity.
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* The taxon can be readily distinguished in the field and needs no more than simple
laboratory or office examination to confirm its identification.

* Surveys do not require unacceptable safety risks.

* Surveys can be completed in two field seasons (approximately 7-18 months).
Therefore, surveys can be completed during a normal project development and
planning process.

* Credible survey methods for the taxon are known or can be developed within a
reasonable time period (approximately 1 year).

Category B (Rare, Pre-Disturbance Surveys Not Practical)
Objective: Manage all known sites and minimize inadvertent loss of undiscovered sites.

Criteria for including a taxon in Category B involved factors related to reaching the following four
primary conclusions:

1. There was a high concern for persistence.

2. The taxon occurred rarely and was poorly distributed within its range in the Northwest
Forest Plan area.

3. All known sites or population areas were likely to be necessary to provide reasonable
assurance of the taxon’s persistence.

4. Pre-disturbance surveys were not practical.

Surveys prior to initiation of habitat disturbance were not considered “practical” if any of the
following factors applied:

¢ The taxon does not, annually or predictably, produce identifying structures or the
critical identification characteristics are visible during only a very short or
unpredictable time period. Therefore, targeting surveys to correspond with the
appropriate timing when the taxon can be identified is highly impractical.

¢ The taxon is so minuscule or cryptic as to be barely visible.

¢ The taxon can only be authoritatively identified by a few experts or the number of
available experts is so limited that it is impossible to accomplish all surveys or
identifications for all proposed habitat-disturbing activities in the Northwest Forest
Plan area needing identification within the normal planning period for the activity.

¢ The taxon cannot be readily distinguished in the field or needs more than simple
laboratory or office examination to confirm its identification.

* Surveys require unacceptable safety risks.

¢ Surveys cannot be completed in two field seasons (approximately 7-18 months).
Therefore, surveys cannot be completed during a normal project development and
planning process.

¢ Credible survey methods for the taxon are not known or cannot be developed within a
reasonable time period (approximately 1 year).

Category C (Uncommon, Pre-Disturbance Surveys Practical)

Objective: Identify and manage high-priority sites to provide for reasonable assurance of the
taxon’s persistence. Until high-priority sites can be determined, manage all known sites.

Criteria for including a taxon in Category C involved factors related to reaching the following four
primary conclusions:

1. There was not a high concern for persistence.

2. It was likely that not all known sites or population throughout the taxon’s range in the
Northwest Forest Plan area were necessary for reasonable assurance of persistence of
the taxon.
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3. The taxon was uncommon (as opposed to rare).
4. Pre-disturbance surveys were practical.

Information used to determine if there was a moderate concern for persistence and not all sites
were likely necessary to provide reasonable assurance of the taxon’s persistence included factors
such as:

* A higher number of likely-extant sites/records does not indicate rarity of the taxon.
This requires adjusting the number of database records. Records may be lower than
expected because of chronic under-reporting of common taxon or greater than the
actual number of sites due to multiple database records of individual sites. Sites
recorded over two decades ago may no longer be extant, especially in highly
developed or quickly developing areas such as the Puget Sound.

* The number of individuals per site does not indicate that many known sites are not
secure. There may be a low to high number of individuals per site, but populations are
not consistently low.

* There is a less restricted distribution pattern relative to range or potential habitat.

* There is a moderate-to-broad ecological amplitude, such that the habitat available to
the taxon is more widespread and the likelihood of finding new sites is not reduced.

* There is a moderate-to-high likelihood of sites in reserves.

» Dispersal capability is not substantially limited relative to federal habitat, reducing the
potential for individual sites/populations to be isolated.

* Reproduction and/or life history characteristics do not provide additional risk factors
to maintaining existing and future populations. The taxon does not exhibit
characteristics, such as late age of maturity, low reproductive rates, or low survival
rates that indicate a taxon may have trouble persisting at present sites or surviving
bottlenecks.

Surveys prior to initiation of habitat disturbance were considered “practical” if all of the factors
described in Category A applied.

Category D (Uncommon, Pre-Disturbance Surveys Not Practical or Not
Necessary)

Objective: Identify and manage high-priority sites to provide for a reasonable assurance of the
taxon’s persistence. Until high-priority sites can be determined, manage all known sites.

Criteria for including a taxon in Category D involved factors related to reaching the following four
primary conclusions.

1. There was not a high concern for persistence.

2. It was likely that not all known sites or population throughout the taxon’s range in the
Northwest Forest Plan area were necessary for reasonable assurance of persistence of
the taxon.

3. The taxon was uncommon (as opposed to rare).

4. Surveys were not practical or not necessary. That is, surveys of suitable habitat across
the landscape were likely to be more effective at finding sites needed for long-term
persistence than focusing in areas proposed for projects.

Information used to determine if there was a moderate concern for persistence and not all sites
were likely necessary to provide reasonable assurance of the taxon’s persistence include the same
factors as Category C.

Surveys prior to initiation of habitat disturbance were not considered “practical” if any of the
factors described in Category B applied.
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Category E (Rare, Status Undetermined)

Objective: Manage all known sites while determining if the taxon meets the basic criteria for
Survey and Manage and, if so, to which category it should be assigned.

Criteria for including a taxon in Category E involved factors related to reaching the following two
primary conclusions.

1. The number of known sites indicated the taxon was rare.

2. Information was insufficient to determine whether Survey and Manage basic criteria
were met, or to determine what management was needed for a reasonable assurance of
the taxon’s persistence.

Information used to determine that the taxon was rare primarily included the number of likely-
extant sites/records and survey information on federally managed lands. This requires adjusting
the number of database records. Records may be lower than expected because of chronic under-
reporting of common taxon or greater than the actual number of sites due to multiple database
records of individual sites. Sites recorded over two decades ago may no longer be extant,
especially in highly developed or quickly developing areas such as the Puget Sound.

Factors used to reach a conclusion that information was insufficient to determine whether Survey
and Manage basic criteria were met or to determine what management was needed for a
reasonable assurance of the taxon’s persistence included:

» Significant questions remain as to whether the taxon meets the basic criteria for
Survey and Manage (i.e., the taxon may not likely occur within the Northwest Forest
Plan area, or may not be closely associated with late-successional or old-growth forest
using the criteria in Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS (USDA, USDI 1994a) as
described in Appendix E of this SEIS.

* Information is insufficient to determine assignment of the taxon in a category.

Category F (Uncommon or Concern for Persistence Unknown, Status
Undetermined)

Objective: Determine if the taxon meets the basic criteria for Survey and Manage, and if so, to
which category it should be assigned.

Criteria for including a taxon in Category F involved factors related to reaching the following two
primary conclusions.

1. The total number of sites indicated that the taxon was uncommon, rather than rare.

2. Information was insufficient to determine whether Survey and Manage basic criteria
were met, or to determine what management was needed for a reasonable assurance of
the taxon’s persistence.

Information used to determine if the species was uncommon (but not rare) included primarily a
moderate-to-higher number of likely-extant sites/records. This requires adjusting the number of
database records. Records may be lower than expected because of chronic under-reporting of
common taxon or greater than the actual number of sites due to multiple database records of
individual sites. Sites recorded over two decades ago may no longer be extant, especially in
highly developed or quickly developing areas such as the Puget Sound.

Factors used to reach a conclusion that information was insufficient to determine whether Survey

and Manage basic criteria were met or to determine what management was needed for a
reasonable assurance of the taxon’s persistence included:
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» Significant questions remain as to whether the taxon meets the basic criteria for
inclusion in Survey and Manage (i.e., the taxon may not likely occur within the
Northwest Forest Plan area, or may not be closely associated with late-successional or
old-growth forest using the criteria from the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS
(USDA, USDI 1994a) as described in Appendix E of this SEIS.

* Information is insufficient to determine assignment of the taxon in a category.

Species Review Process - 2000

Step 1 -

Based on new information collected by the Agencies since January 1999, including information
from public comments to the Draft SEIS, the Species Review Process was again conducted in
February and March 2000. The overall goal of this process was to review the placement of species
in the Survey and Manage Draft SEIS. Only species that met one of the following criteria were
reviewed; the remainder were considered to be correctly placed in the 1999 Species Review
Process.

1. There was significant new information that might change the concerns for, or
placement of, a species.

2. The 1999 Step 3 panel was significantly divided on the placement of the species.

3. The species was identified as a potential outlier in a consistency review of the
placement of the species in the Draft SEIS.

The process utilized in the Draft SEIS, with minor differences due to changes in the information
available to the panels, was also utilized in 2000. The process consisted of three sequential
analysis steps:

e Step I: Afilter to determine whether there was substantial new information or other
reasons for additional review.

* Step 2: Areview of current information on the taxa and the Northwest Forest Plan with
reference to future persistence and habitat availability.

* Step 3: Use of the review and other available information to propose changes to the
treatment of the taxon within a proposed alternative in this SEIS.

Systematic Filter to Determine Level of New Information

The purpose of this step was to separate the taxa for which there was substantial new information
since the previous Species Review Process (described above) that would warrant revisiting the
results of that process. Panels of one to several taxa specialists were asked to examine the latest
information available on the species (see list of panel participants at end of this appendix).

Panel members were provided with a list of species with new locations in the ISMS database.
New locations were defined as data entered since October 10, 1998 (the last date of data entry for
the previous Species Review Process). Two taxon-specific “dot maps” were provided that showed
all point locations known at the time of the previous process (entered into the ISMS database
before October 10, 1998) and all locations entered since the previous process, with indications of
those found before and after January 1993. The panels received two tally sheets of the number of
records by taxon in three categories (records located since 1993, records located from 1980 to
1993, and records located before 1980). These were also split by locations known at the time of
the previous process (entered into the ISMS database before October 10, 1998) and locations
entered since the previous process. For this iteration of the process, many of the duplicate records
were removed from the database, so the number of records used in this Species Review Process
more closely represents actual unique locations on the ground. Panels were also provided with a
complete set of the information available during the 1999 Species Review Process, including any
panel notes.
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Step 3 -

Appendix F

The panels were asked to review all species with new ISMS records entered since October 10,
1998, as well as any species for which they were aware of new information that might affect the
rarity, survey practicality, presence in the Northwest Forest Plan area, or late-successional/old-
growth forest association. Panel members used this information, along with their knowledge of
each taxon and the taxa group, to address the following questions:

1. Had there been any change in knowledge since the last Species Review Process
(1999), as to whether this species occurs or is likely to occur in the Northwest Forest
Plan area?

2. Had there been any change in knowledge since the last Species Review Process
(1999), as to whether this species is closely associated with late-successional or old-
growth forests (using Draft SEIS definition)?

3. Had there been any change in knowledge since the last Species Review Process
(1999), as to the practicality of pre-disturbance surveys?

4. Was there new information, or changes in knowledge or understanding, since the last
Species Review Process (1999), that warrants additional review of this species’ base
information in Step 2? This included, but was not limited to: (a) substantial increase
or decrease in the number of likely-extant Federal records/sites; (b) substantial change
in understanding of habitat association of species; (c) substantial increase or decrease
in the suspected range of the species; (d) substantial change in understanding of
distribution of the species within its range; (e) substantial change in understanding of
the rarity of the species; (f) substantial new understanding of how the Northwest
Forest Plan affects the species; and, (g) substantial new taxonomic information
indicating that the “species” on Table 2-2 of the Draft SEIS is no longer considered a
separate taxonomic entity, or that previously separate taxonomic entities have been
combined, such that the range, distribution, or populations have substantially changed.

Any positive responses were compared to the reasons for placement of the species on Table F-1 of
the Draft SEIS. If the new information potentially affected the reasons for its placement, or would
indicate another placement was more appropriate, the species was forwarded to Step 2.

Review of Current Information by Taxon

The purpose of this step was to review and document substantial new information on the
individual taxa and evaluate the effect of this information on our understanding of the taxon’s
distribution, habitat association, and level of concern for persistence under the Northwest Forest
Plan for use in Step 3.

As in the 1999 Species Review Process, panels of taxa specialists and other biologists were
convened for each taxa group and asked to document the current state of our knowledge of each
taxon’s biology and habitat associations (see list of panel participants at end of this appendix).
They reviewed all of the information available on the species, including responses on any Step 2
worksheets from the 1999 Species Review Process, in light of the most recent information on the
species. Only species with substantial new information (as determined from the Step 1 process)
were reviewed. The panels were asked to review and update the information, conclusions, and
discussion for all portions of the 1999 Step 2 panel notes affected by new information. For those
species that do not have Step 2 panel notes (those previously determined to have no significant
new information since FEMAT), the Step 2 panel completed notes as described in the 1999
Species Review Process.

Determination of Appropriate Management for Each Taxon

The purpose of this step was to compare the information provided by the specialists in Steps 1 and
2, the 1999 Species Review Process, Northwest Forest Plan, and FEMAT processes to a set of
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criteria for the different proposed Survey and Manage categories. The comparison was used to
propose changes to the category for each taxon under a proposed alternative for the Survey and
Manage Standards and Guidelines. The criteria for this process were those listed for each category
in Chapter 2 of this SEIS, and are generally the same as the ones used in the previous Species
Review Process as described above.

A panel of six regional biological staff and managers was convened to review the information (see
list of panel participants at end of this appendix). The panel was provided with all the information
from the 1999 Species Review Process. For the taxa reviewed by the 2000 Step 2 panels (those
with substantial new information or other reasons for additional review), the panel was provided
the revised or new Step 2 panel notes. Individual taxa specialists from the Step 2 panels were
available at each session to assist with interpretation of the information, but they were not
members of the Step 3 panel.

In March 2000, the Step 3 panel reviewed all taxa that met one of the three criteria described at the
beginning of the Species Review Process - 2000 section. These include significant new
information that might change the concerns for or placement of a species, significant division on
placement of the species in the 1999 Species Review Process, or questions concerning consistency
of the placement of the species in the Draft SEIS. The panel reviewed the information on each
taxon, compared this to the criteria for each category, and, by majority vote, proposed placing the
taxon into the appropriate categories.

The primary reasons for placing each taxon in the category were recorded in a summary table
format (Tables F-1 and F-2 in this Appendix).

Definition of a species “site”: The criteria for placement of species include evaluation of the
general number of likely-extant sites on federal lands. To provide a consistent evaluation of sites
within and across taxa groups, a definition of “site”” was developed for this process, and a method
to evaluate whether a site was “likely extant” was developed. Sites were generally defined as non-
duplicative records from the ISMS database with the following corrections.

For a variety of reasons relative to site management and the species biology, the definition of a
“site” or record for entry into the ISMS database varied by taxa group. The most striking example
was for terrestrial mollusks. For these species, a site was defined as all locations within 30 feet of
each other, so individual records in the ISMS database could be as close together as 31 feet. For
other species, the distance between locations to define sites was 100 meters. For locally-abundant
mollusks, this could result in a two to ten-fold increase in the number of sites recorded in ISMS
when compared to other taxa with similar distribution and abundance. Therefore, for locally-
abundant mollusks, the number of records in ISMS was divided by the appropriate factor, as
provided by the Step 2 panel or taxa experts, prior to the determination of the number of likely-
extant sites on federal lands. The number of sites depicted on Table 3&4-4 in the Draft SEIS do
not reflect this method of site determination and, therefore, are often higher than the numbers used
in this Species Review Process. Additionally, Table 3&4-4 was not reproduced in the Final SEIS.
Table F-2 in this appendix includes site information based on this method for site determination.

The following method was used to evaluate the number of likely-extant sites in a consistent
manner that could be compared within or across taxa groups. For some species, many of the
known sites are historic, having been initially located 10 to 100 years ago, and many have not
been visited recently to determine if the species is still present on the site. The most recent visit to
a site was used as the best indicator of recent presence. Most sites on which a species was located
on or after January 1993 were assumed to be still extant. Little habitat disturbance occurred
between January 1993 and the implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan. Most species
required known site management under the Northwest Forest Plan, so most of these sites would
have received protection under the Northwest Forest Plan. Therefore, the number of federal sites
located since January 1993 was considered to approximate the number of likely-extant sites on
federal lands.



Appendix F

The number of federal sites located or confirmed during or after January 1993, adjusted for
differences in the site definition, were used to determine the general level of likely-extant sites
(e.g. low, moderate, high) on federal lands. The actual thresholds for these general levels varied
between, and sometimes within, taxa groups, based on the history of survey effort and difficulty of
locating and identifying species. A higher number of sites is expected for even rare species that
have been surveyed prior to projects for the past several years than for species that have had
limited survey efforts or which are difficult for even experts to locate and identify.

Tables F-1 and F-2 reflect the corrections for site definition, definition of likely extant, and taxa-
specific thresholds.

Changes in species assignments to categories between Draft and Final SEIS: Approximately 80
species were assigned to different categories, removed from, or returned to, Survey and Manage in
all or part of their range, when compared to the assignments made by the 1999 Species Review
Process and shown in the Draft SEIS. These changes are based on consideration of new
information or reconsideration of existing information, as described above. These changes are
reflected on Table 2-2 in this SEIS, and are specifically summarized on Table 2-11, Changes to
Survey and Manage Species Category Between Draft and Final SEIS for Alternative 1 Based on
Additional Information and Species Review.

The changes between Draft SEIS and Final SEIS include 12 species in all or part of their range
that were proposed for removal from Survey and Manage in the Draft SEIS and now are proposed
to remain in the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines. This change initially raised
concern in the Agencies that the application of the criteria for removal may have, at least in the
Draft SEIS, permitted removal decisions that were not warranted. Careful examination of the
change to these 12 species was made to determine if any flaws to the process or criteria might lead
to problems in the future. This examination indicated that species came back on for four main
reasons.

1. One fungi species, Ramaria couterae, had previously been reported only from Sierra
County in California, eastern Oregon, and other areas well outside the Northwest
Forest Plan area. Between Draft SEIS and Final SEIS, it was found within the
Northwest Forest Plan area and is now placed in Category 1B.

2. Two rare lichen species, Chaenotheca chrysocephala and Chaenotheca ferruginea,
had been determined not to be closely associated with late-successional forests. New
information, from asking Step 1 and 2 panel members to specifically address late-
successional association and from clarifying the criteria for late-successional
association to defer to the FEMAT determination in cases of uncertainty (see
Appendix E), indicates these species may be associated with remnant late-successional
components found in younger stands. They have now been assigned to Category 1B.

3. Two lichen species, Lobaria oregana and Usnea longissima, had been removed
because they were widespread, relatively common, and it was determined that the
reserve land allocations and other standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest
Plan provided a reasonable assurance of persistence. Reconsideration of portions of
their range, in part because Usnea longissima (California and three Oregon counties)
was found to be on the State of California Red List of rare and endangered species for
three counties in northwestern California, led to a decision to return both species to
Survey and Manage for the southern part (generally California) of their range. For this
part of their range, they have been assigned to Category 1A.

4. Eight uncommon lichen species, Bryoria tortuosa (eastside), Calicium viride,
Calicium glaucellum, Chaenotheca furfuracea, Hypogymnia oceanica, Nephroma
bellum, Pannaria saubinetii, and Usnea longissima (Washington and most of Oregon),
were reconsidered by the Step 3 panel because the 1999 panel had been divided
regarding their placement, or they were identified as potential outliers in a consistency
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review of placements of similar species. Because of uncertainty and the likely
somewhat higher standard for returning species in the future (the provisions for adding
species), the panel chose the more conservative approach of leaving them on Survey
and Manage at this time. Seven species are placed in Category 1F in recognition that
the number of known sites precludes the need for pre-disturbance surveys or known
site management. One species, Bryoria tortuosa, is placed in Category 1D (but
identified as pre-disturbance surveys not necessary) in recognition that the number of
known sites precludes the need for pre-disturbance surveys. The current information
is not sufficient to completely remove any reasonable concern for persistence. This
placement permits continued examination with strategic surveys in order to more
confidently determine if the reserve land allocations and other standards and
guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan provide a reasonable assurance of persistence
for these species.

Given the reasons cited here, the small percentage they represent of the more than 400 species
evaluated, the nature of the information that led to these decisions, and the clarification of the
criteria for late-successional association made between the Draft and Final SEIS, these changes do
not indicate any significant problems with the criteria for removing species from Survey and
Manage. Future application of the criteria for removal from Survey and Manage is expected to
continue to provide the assurance of persistence intended by these standards and guidelines.
Further, the action alternatives contain provisions for adding species in the future if new
information warrants such consideration.
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